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PRE-APPEAL BRIEF REQUEST FOR 
REVIEW 



Applicants respectfully request review of the Final Rejection in the pending application 
prior to submission of an Appeal Brief. A Notice of Appeal is submitted herewith. 



Applicants respectfully submit that the pending rejection contains at least two clear 
errors, as explained in further detail below. First, the rejection presumes cites to art that 
discloses security procedures, controls, and systems designed to manage programmers during a 
development phase of a system. The rejection presumes that one of skill in the art would adapt 
these development practices for use by end users of the final system, although the art of record 
does not so indicate. Second, the rejection does not show that the cited art discloses the 
specifically-recited features of different users having different rights with regard to electronically 
proposing and/or accepting modifications to a purchase order agreement. 



Independent claim 4 recites, inter alia, 

the system is configured to recognize different seller agent users 
have different rights with regard to electronically proposing modifications 
to the purchase order agreement and electronically accepting proposed 
modifications to the purchase order agreement; 
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the system is configured to recognize different buyer agent users 
have different rights with regard to electronically proposing modifications 
to the purchase order agreement and electronically accepting proposed 
modifications to the purchase order agreement; and 

the system is configured so that the proposed modifications to the 
purchase order agreement, and the accepting proposed modifications to the 
purchase order agreement, are allowed by the microprocessor based on the 
respective buyer and seller agents' rights . 

The Office Action cites to Cornelius as teaching these features, in a disclosure of a workflow 
management system. 

Cornelius discloses a network system for initiation of agreements between buyers and 
sellers. The first portion of Cornelius' disclosure, through column 35, line 15, describes this 
network system. The second part of Cornelius' disclosure, from column 35, line 16 onward, 
describe software development frameworks and environments that can be used to create the 
network system described in the first part of the disclosure. The "users" in this portion of the 
disclosure are programmers, not buyers or sellers (users) of the completed system described in 
the first portion of Cornelius. The only cited portion of Cornelius that relates to buyers and 
sellers within the operating system, i.e., the end users of the system, is in column 34, which 
suggests authenticating a buyer using a password. However, this authentication is simply 
unrelated to the developer-based access rights disclosed in the later portions of Cornelius. 

The portions of Cornelius relied upon by the Office Action do not disclose anything 
related to the use of specific access rights for buyers and/or sellers, i.e., the end users of 
Cornelius' system. Rather, they only relate to the development environment established for 
programmers of the workflow system. There is no suggestion in Cornelius to use or modify the 
development framework principles that were used to design the system with the end users of the 
completed system. The Office Action and Advisory Action also provide no argument or 
evidence to show why one of skill in the art would adapt a development environment to apply to 
end users of the final, developed system. This argument is provided in further detail in the after- 
final reply filed on March 4, 201 1. 

Further, as argued in the September 11, 2009 and September 21, 2010 Amendments, even 
if the difference between developers and end users in Cornelius is ignored, Cornelius deals with 
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workflow management and security. The relied-upon portions of Cornelius do not disclose the 
relevant features of recognizing different seller agent users have different rights with regard to 
electronically proposing modifications to a purchase order agreement and electronically 
accepting proposed modifications to the purchase order agreement, recognizing different buyer 
agent users have different rights with regard to electronically proposing modifications to the 
purchase order agreement and electronically accepting proposed modifications to the purchase 
order agreement, or accepting proposed modifications to the purchase order agreement based on 
the respective buyer and seller agents' rights as recited in claim 4. 

The Office Action references portions of Cornelius that describe how a buyer and seller 
"are allowed to negotiate payment terms of a transaction using a chatroom" and "the identity of 
the buyer may be authenticated using a password." However, allowing negotiation of terms in a 
chatroom, and authenticating using a password, do not correspond to the specifically recited 
features regarding systems and methods including different seller and buyer agent users with 
different rights with regard to proposing modifications, and accepting proposed modifications, to 
a purchase order agreement, or allowing the proposed modifications to the purchase order 
agreement, and the accepting proposed modifications to the purchase order agreement, based on 
the respective buyer and seller agents' rights. 

Barnes also does not disclose the features for which it is cited. Barnes is directed to 
limiting the products/services available for acquisition consistent with a user's level of 
authorization for the acquisition of the goods/services from the supplier . These features do not 
reasonably correspond to the claimed features regarding recognizing different seller agent users 
have different rights with regard to proposing modifications to the purchase order agreement and 
accepting proposed modifications to the purchase order agreement. Nor do they reasonably 
correspond to recognizing different buyer agent users have different rights with regard to 
proposing modifications to the purchase order agreement and accepting proposed modifications 
to the purchase order agreement. For example, limiting the products/services available for 
acquisition to a user does not reasonably correspond to different rights with regard to proposing 
modifications to the purchase order agreement and accepting proposed modifications to the 
purchase order agreement. 
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Moreover, the limitations placed on what is presented to the user in Barnes do not 
reasonably correspond to different seller agent users . Thus, Barnes cannot reasonably be 
considered to have suggested the features lacking in the other cited references. 

Independent claims 18, 24, and 32 recite similar features to those discussed with respect 
to claim 4, and are allowable for at least the same reasons. The dependent claims are allowable 
for at least the same reasons as the independent claims. 

For at least these reasons, Applicants respectfully submit that the Final Office Action 
contains clear errors, and the rejection of all the pending claims should be withdrawn. 



Respectfully Submitted, 



/ASKamlay/ 
Aaron S Kamlay 
Reg. No. 58,813 

202 524 9545 

DATE: May 4, 2011 

Morris & Kamlay LLP 
1629KSt.NW 
Washington DC 20006 
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